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Test Ares North, Waste Area Group 1
Public Comment Document F7

Comment(s)

Respc

F7-6/21, 22 (continued)

Threats to ecological receptors fror
site-wide comprehensive RUFS. M
Administrative Record for WAG 1.

The RPSSA Buildings TAN-647 an
tamination arca were designated Si
647 and TAN-648 are active storag
Emergency Plan/RCRA Contingen
they are dismantled. The soil bene
contaminated. The contamination |
and will be evaluated during D&D
bevond the asphalt pads was evalu:
TSF-06, Area B (the Soil Contamir
portion of TSF-06 that was determi
being cleaned up in accordance wil

F7-1/21

See response to Comment F7-6, ab

F7-8/63, 64

The Agencies arc not aware of any
(TSF-07). Surface water, sediment
with the pond were sampled from ]
process knowledge regarding the w
ered adequate to o characterize conta
clides, metals, and orgmic material
pond were assessed; cesium-137 wi
ing a risk to human health and the |
discharges into a separate 2.5-acre

tion of the pond)oonsustonlyofsa
a State of Idaho permit for Land A
pond received waste listed under R
part of implementation of this ROL
tained-in: determination for this site
mectals, organic materials, and radic
levels sufficient to pose risks to hw
The pond is considered a co-locate:
blowdown, and process wastewatet
Application of Wastewater. A 5-ac:
taminated by cesivm-137 at levels |
ment that require remediation. Wit
2.5 acres are still active, receiving ¢
of Idaho permit for Land Applicatic
located facility and will be evaluate

o~ bsien 2 mddeannad ne o 0T
HVU area is Wll-ls IARIL WIRAL 33 4 WL

same site number for both the inact
of the TSF-07 Disposal Pond is adr
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Test Area North, Waste Area Group 1
Public Comment Document F7 Comment(s) Respe
F7-9/75
All railroad tracks areas were evaluz
1. Pages 7 and § - WRRTE-01 - This site contains lead at deptis within the “fuhoe the comprehensive RIFS, the Merc
resider-tial, with intrusion” zone of 0-3 m below ground surface (bas). The lead will not homegrown ingesti a
decay in the next 100 vears. 1t will still be availsble through venious axposure patways, F7-10/70  |ower than ﬂg::}':mmm:
yet the proposed action is to besve it in place. 30 CFR 300.430 is very cletr about the contamin
llowable risk and the NCP is clear that conmminants should be ireased o¢ remaved plants. The rematning
rather thas leftin place.  Why will tend be lefvin plade st this site? It seems ludicroes F7-10/70
thae 3 smail siee will be fenced forever in an asea that has 3 rmal potendal for future yse - -
bry the public. Laad conmminarion at this site should be removed or treated o roduce The reevaluation of the alternatives
furure risk ment led to development of a new ¢
ferred alterative,
8 Papes T and § - WRRTFOL - The REFS for thus site indicases thar the possibie preence
of PCDy. digins, and firams was oot investigated, This scoms 3 gross oversight since it F7-11/69
is known that wase oils were tnmed during a time when PCBs were found in maoy oil F7-11/69 — —
products. Siace Hiere is ao keowiedge of the concenmrations of those contaminants, the Activities at the Burn Pits sites very
veml risk ai the site may be-much highwr than estinated. Thus the RIFS is insdequase and products and solvents. Therefore, a
incowplate. An action desermination at this site can not be made until x complete risk addition, open burning of petroleus
trofile is vbrained through sempling. This Proposed Plan should be withdrawn sad result in the production of dioxins/f
ehsubbmined w0 public comment whsa charceenzation is tomplate; the poteerial risk is records also indicates that other tox
fully known; and realistic, comphiant alterngtives identified and evaliated solvents, and used oils were disposc
_ _ ) inchxie pesticides and additional m:
9. Page 8 - TSF-05 - This- stz conming lead at depths within the “funure residential, with possible contaminants.
intrusion” pone of 0-3 m bgs. The fead will 0ot decay in the pext 100 yaare 1t wall mll
be svailable through vasious xposire paiiways, yat the propased action ia 1 aave it in F7.12770  Pursuant to 40 CFR 300.430(2)2), |

10.

plage. AGCFR 300430 is very clearabout sllowsbls dsk and the NCP is clear dar
contaminants should be trasted or removed miler than loft in place.  Why will lsad he
feft in place a2 Siic sie? It seerns lndicrous thas a small site will be feaced forever inan
ston thet ks a read posentinl for future use by the public. Lesd comtamination af this site
shoutd be remaved of trested o veduce fiture risk

Page 8 - TSF 03 - The RUFS for this sive indicates that the possible preserce of PCBs,
dinxing, snd furkes was not {ovestigaied.  This seeins a gross oversight since it s known
that waste oils were bumed during & tme when PCBz were found in many oil products.
Since thase is 00 knowledge of the concentratons of those contaminants, the real risk at
the sizz may be much higher than estimated - The RLFS is inadequaze and incomplete.
An action determrination a? this site can not be made untl 2 complete risk profile is
obtained drough sempling. This Praposad Plan should be withdrawn and resubmitred to
public comment whes characterization is complete; the potentai risk is fully known; and

Page 8 - WRRTF-13 - The sise description fails wo indicate this release resuited in free
prodisct on the aguifer which indicetes gross contamination is presaat in the fractured
basalt beneath the s0il. The REFS fails 1o consider this addrional contaminant pathway
and is thus incomplese. Risk at this site se=ms based on TPH when this method has been
superoeded within the state of [daho by the RECA standards.  The RECA standards are
published and smplemented throughout the stete (and is thus & recognized and

'S

F7-13/6%

F7-14/
79, 82

F7-15/25

uate alternatives to the extent neces:
of data collection, risk assessment, 1
among other activitics, should be ta:
problems. Sampling and analysis s
ty as necessary to achieve adequate |

F7-12!'70
See response to Comment F7-10, at

F7-13/69

See response to Comment F7-11, ab

F7-14/79, 82

Daia analysis and modeling, based ¢
concluded that the spill at the Fuel I
definite evidence of these petroleum
been shown. Section 6.3.3.4 and A
RI/FS provide details of the data an;
tial for groundwater contamination f
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Test Area North, Waste Area Group 1
Public Comment Document F7 Comment(s) Respc
F7-15/25
implemenied staie siandard) and provides chemical-spectiic cieanup standards for diesel F7-15/25 ;[;: revised (Novunb(;rbj:;g;; for th
el spills which replace geperuliznd TPH standands. The idaho RBCA starmturds should (continued)  perrolenn bydrocar  Propo
e used in the RETFS tather than TPH standards, {f chemical xnatysis w0 show compliance dance with the State of I Risk-:
vath RBCA standacds is oot availabie {as [ suspect Fom the lack of data in the RUFS) F7-16/79 O e raano Risk-
thea &0 action desimunarion at this site can not be made wiml a complete risk profile is was changed in to: “Prev
obtained hrough sampling. This Proposed Plan should be withdrawn and rasubmizied 1o sttuents n accordance with the Star
pubilic comment when churesscrization is compiese; the potential fisk is fully known, snd ance.” The 1,000 mg/g reference 1
realistic, compliant alteratives dentified and evalustad conform to the State of Idaho Risk-
January 1, 1997. This change is de:
12 Pages § und 9 - Vdanks - The descriprion of tank coments [Pradionuclides, metals, and F7-16/79
organics”) does not wfiorm the public of the acraal contents {listed waste, high murcury,
PLCRs, slpbe conteminanon) snd thes the public cannot evaluate whiether the propased F7-17/47 Because diesel and petroleum prodi
actions are realistic 4ad protective of human hesith and the eovicooment  Please provide typical rigk assessment cannot be
compiaze and honest description of mnk contents. inaﬁml:sccg:pmdagamaacm?
3. Piges B and 9 - Veraaks - “Further evaioation of the uranium-335 will be performed prior RiskBgasedConecﬁch?;ol:yF(Rséé
10 xny remediztion.” Why was U-235 oot cvalusted durmg e RUFS, 25 roquired by the agreed to utilize these standards as |
NCP? This is anather example of how the ageacies have proceeded to make cleanup F7-18/47 pling events and the associated anal
decisions baved o insdequate dum.  This Proposed Flan should be withdrawn aad - comprehensive RI/FS docum
resubmitted to public commenr when chamscteriaation is complete; the putantial risk is ve cnts.
fully inown; an pealistic, compliznt slizrngtives ideatified and evaluated, F7-17/47
14 Page 9. TSF-26 - The itz description fails to mention cxensive soil removal from the The V-Tank sites require remedial a
PM-2A tank area iz the mid-#0s. T also fils 1o mention, the significant lack of ing the tanks. The tanks themselves
analytical data on the cootents of both tanks. How can remadistion decisions be made Fr.gss  omaminated with metals, radionuc
without adaquate dame? This Proposed Plan should be withdeawn and resubmurted to - tion in the surrounding soils origing
public comment when charactertzation is complete; the potoatial sk is fully known: and tanks. The contamination in the tan
realists, compliant Aliernatives identifiad snd cvalusted. pling to include metals (barium, cad
o . . volatile organic compounds (trichlo
15, Puge$ - DW - “Iovestigation derived waste...that will be geaeraied duriag fimre chloride, and acetone), semi-volatile
reomedial actions..”. Remnedial action will not produce IDW {except at [NEEL where F7-20/5 vent), and radionuclides (cesium-13

i7

significant levels of investigation routinely taies place post-ROD).  This is another
exampls of how the agenties seem o be playing fas and loose with the CERCLA
process and how basic requiremenitt 4o not seem to be understood. Plaase currect both

oversights.

Page 9 - Co-Located Facilities - “The RFSEA is currently operating under an igterim
status.. permit” Only TAN 647 acd the pad north of TAN 847 are coversd by ingerim
stans. TAN 643 and the ares of mdioloqcally contaminared soil are nor

Page 10 - Co-Locatsd Facilities » “The LOFT-02._.pond is currently inacnve.” This
STMtEENt i5 al variance with page 6 which implies the pond is stili active.  The LOFT-02
pond showld be included in this Plan. [t is mactive and prasents unreasoabie risk 1o the
envicoament (though the source of this ruak is mot specified i the Plan « aad 1t should
be) 40 CFR 300.430 is ¢lear thas CERCLA remadiation should be considensd when

F1-21/
21,22

topes of plutonium and urenium).
F7-18/47

The uranium-2335 in the tank conten
after the publication of the February
the quantities of uranium-235 that a
criticality and do not require specifi
have been described in the revised p
Administrative Record in OPE-ER-S
Dean Nygard, IDHW. Further evalu
design phase to verify that the selecte:

F7-19/55

The PM-2A Tank system was shut d:
operational difficulties and spillage.
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Resp

F7-19/55 (continued)

marized in the 1995 OU 10-06 Rer
which removal action the commeni
removal of most of the liquids in d
tion: of the aboveground and undez;
(3) removal of remaining liquids fr
ceous earth to dry the sludges in 1
by 150-foot area northeast of the ta
non-time critical removal action in
The PM-2A Tanks sites require ren
rounding the tanks. The ¢contamina
transfer of wastes to and from the t
tions ended. The tanks themselves
sludge. When the tanks were empi
tom of each, to which distomacecu
ination in the sindge is known fron
metals (barium, cadmium, chromiu
(including PCBs), and radionuctide
various isotopes of plutonium and |
Since the tanks have not leaked, th
eligible for calculation of risk in th
contents were included in the feasit
Sufficient information on the tank ¢
risk and to evaluate remedial action
the site would be much more diffic:
occurred. Tt is more cost-effective 1
leaked and at the same time as the |
this time. Timeliness and greater ¢f
contents now, rather than deferring

F7-20/5

Legacy waste is the formal term us
Program for the backlog of stored 1
duction of U.S. nuclear weapons, a
remains to be made. No legacy wa
CLA process at TAN, nor does the
their disposal.
Investigation-derived waste is cont:
ment, and personal protective equij
and removal activities. It includes
Actions taken prior to or during cle
WAG 1 investigation-derived wast
tions and the CERCLA process.

F7-2121, 22
See response to Comment F7-6, al
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Test Area North, Waste Area Group 1 Comment(s) Res
Public Comment Document F7 P
F7-29/77
Based on low community support £
this small porson of laad 1n an ares which may sctually be used Sy future residenits 18 an F7.28/70 Feh;rympmposedplm,Aedmv&
mempt o cheaply abrogasz your responsibilities, and legal requirements, under cury arca was removi
CERCLA- 2) This preferred siternanive does not address the unknown sk from PCBs. (continued) o1 be conducted at the site. Basex
diaxing, and furzns. bility study, a determination will be
25 Page 21 - Preferred Alwenative for TSF-08 - This alternative es acceprabie F the entire F7-30/79
soil columa comtamimased with mercury iy addressed. There is 5o indication that it will F7-29/77 1t was previously a common practic
be. Picase state the agenc.es” full plan for this site. tamination as possible when fixing
- . : tank al at the F

26 Page 1! - Preferred Alternative ruwnamu‘mwmmmmbif‘&m g:;:g locauom'onofr:movncxbyhnk 'Iu;

“The.. site was gieaned yp previmaly, and the site is covered with clean soil.” This is sot . :
entirely Tue. Some contamination wag removed, but a large amount was lef Limised F7-30/79 analytical resuits can be found in th
action (s unaccepsable due 1 the [arge amown of source tenm left un place and te kngux F7-3Y/ Data analysis and modeling, based
contamipation sxtending complevely through the vadoss zone to the aquifer. This 80, 82 conchuded that the spill would not
existing source term and pthway 10 U squifer is not adequatety sddresved by the these petroleum producis reaching |
alternative [n addition, the [dako RBCA clexnup standards should be ysed 6.3.3.4 and Appendixcs B and C of
cather than the less specific, less resictive, and general TPH swndards. F7-3230 e data analysis and modeling usex

i3

Page 24 - Table § - This mbic is incorrect  Alternacives 3 and 4 {the possible altermatives
selecied) do not meet, o have pot beer, proven 10 mest, seversd ARARS for the waste
pressat in the taks and sois. Land Disposel Restrictions o6 RCRA bazardoys waste,
such as incineration, are oot mat. These standards ave applicable o the wite for several
remsans.  The ARARs for PCB destuction have niot been devsonstrased. PCBs left in
place will creaie & FCB chemical waste landfill. The site does nod, and will aat, meet
tivese ARAR. The spencics are aghin prevancating and mistesding the public.

Page 26 - Preforred Altermative for TSF-09/138 - The referenced veatability sudies should
be completed priar to publication of the Proposed Plan so that the ageacies snd public
understend the iimitetiony inborent in the seloctad alimacive. “As the tank contents are
mmmﬂsmmmummum )
remediation ™ Why hag this evalustion not taken place for inclusion in the RIFS and this
Plag? What type of evaluation? How will mknﬂuﬁmm&gm )
simrnatives? Thia Proposed Pian should be wrthdrawn and resubmittnd to public
comment when treatability smudies snd other evaluations are complets; the potential risk
is fully laown, and reslistic, complisnr sitemasives idennfied and evatuated.

Page 26 - Preferred Aliernstrve for TSFL09/18 - Inwwiz: vitrificanor has not been
mumwm&rmmmﬁmpﬁﬂm;
waste. The RCRA Land Disposal Restriction for this waste i3 inclnersoon of retorting.
If incinerated, the residues must then be checked for wotal mertury coutent. U5V
cannot be demonstratad a5 an equivalant tesrment, thes an LDR waiver will be requured
Why are thess issucs are not discussed in this Flan. The Proposed Plan should be
mmﬂuudmsm:uudmwbhc comment when the ISV reatability study s
complete and the opton can be tully evalated.

F7-33/54

F7.34/51

F7-35/54

tamination from WAG 1 surface an
See also response to Comment F7-;

F7-31/80, 82

Limited Action is no longer the pre
on comments received from the put
the Fuel Leak alternatives were reer
Supplement, an additional alternati
was developed based on new inforn
petrolesm-contaminated sites in the
The result was the selection of Alte:
which would have high long-term ¢
and has the lowest cost of the four &
require long-term monitoring,

The comprehensive RI/FS determin
not threaten the aquifer. See also re:

F7-32/30
See response to F7-15, above.

F7-33/54

The Agencies would enforee all app
in Part I of this ROD. Vertfication
design. The selected remedy for the
and Taok Removal, Ex Situ Treatme
reevaluation of alternatives for this
cost for the ISV aliernative, and the
ment facilities permitted to handie n
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Page 36 - Preferred Altermanve mﬁ?%’%l‘mﬁmm:gafmm;xm_
sz sail cisposal 13 01 30 cceprabie aiternative for severtd ssuoar. | a1 nit grougng of
waste vtk >500 ppm PC3s does not meer the ARAR, witich requires seciasrinon of ds
waste, An equivalent level of destruction through chemical cwdaton bus oot been
demomeraed. 2) Groutieg of wasse berwvesn 50 and 500 poo PCBs will creasea PCR
1andfLE ot e sise.  Thee sive dows nor, and canror, meet e ARARS for PCH chemical
landfilts - I sddition, it would be tmpeudent 10 cream 1 PC3 andf over the Saake
River Piua Aquifer J) Growzing dioes eot meet the RTAA LDR standurds for e onpaic
and marcy compooents of the wate, [ this alvemnative is chosen, thes an ARAR
waiver witl be requined snd this Pian does nor mention this impormat B, SHCRA
Sisond Intardous wase witl be left in plate aiter grousing.  Thix site does not meet the
ARARS for azardous waste landfills. [ wouid be imprudest to consiruct 3 hazardous
waste iandfill over the Saske River Plaic Aquifer. $)S0il surmounding the s i
comamisated with both PCBs and RCRA listed waste. This Plan propeses & bury dss
PCB and BCRA Listed wasse in an onesite aadfill  The-proposed INEEL soil repository
was not expected, of dasigond, o meccive PCB aad RCRA bazvdous waste.  Have plans
for ths on-sie 30il reposieocy changed w inclede this tvpe of wasm? b would be
imprades: o construct sod opscze £ PCB sad RCRA kazardous waste tandfiif gver the
Snake River Pisin Adgaifec §5The mesmbility siudy for dhis aisernstive i 0t baes
complated. There is oo deta © support the cisios that i sin: grouting cmx opset the somed
remedial action objestives. The Proposed Plan should be svithdrawn and resubmimed o
pablic comment whar, e [SV and in sit grouting treatability studies are complese snd
the opions can be filly svalusced, {Option 253 also doas oot meet ARARS, but was oot
seloceed. o aery case Tuble § is will iacormect on ARAR compliance since RCRA lisved
waste cannot be disposed st the RWMC )

Pagen 30 - Table 6 - Thape ARARS cannot be dexanastrated to be cxemplant since only
minimai saytiosl data is svailable for both moks. Ir cannot be desrmined f RCRA
kisted. wiste cyears, or cxx meet, EDRS dirdugh grouting, kﬁmmmu
cooteayiated with RCRA listed wagte, Agnit, the oesite 901 repository wai mot
‘mreaded m roceive RCRA litved wase, thus the ARARS for RCRA laodfills 2t the 3ol
repository wiil aot be met.

Page 32 - Breferred Almeraszive for TSF-26 - Withour Zenailed smalvical daa 0w
azardous constivacats, it is difficult so evalusoe possiivle remedial alternacives. Itis
koown 2t darse tanks contein RCRA lised wane. {n situ growting may, or may ool
mese LDR srondaets (LR standueds are relevant becausa whas is sow tank siorsge wilt
become kind dispossl afier groutiny occurs ) Evan if LDES e cot, T is 2o
discussios in the Almmative of mesting RCRA requiremens foc btranious wane
TandSils for the waste loft in piace. The agencies are zgiin proposing 8 hazarcous wase
lanctfill over the Soake River Plain Aquifer. This Propcsed 2lan should be wizhdrawn
mmuﬁcm*mwwx&n&mummwpmﬂ
risk is fdly known; and realistic, compliant aliernatives idestified 12 avaluazed

Page 37 - Preferred Altemative for TSF-26 - Agaun, the s0if surrouncing the mnks

F7-36/33

F7-37/
37.83

F7-38/51

F7-39/58

F7-40/37

F7-41/58

F7-42/
37,83

F7-43/
37,58

F7-34/51

See response to Comment F7-18, a
F7-35/54

See response to Comment F7-33, a
F7-36/33

It has been determined that groutin;
and TSF-18) or the PM-2A Tanks (
identified in Part 11 of this ROD. A
these sites that involve grouting to |
climinated from consideration for s

F7-37/37, 83

The proposed ICDF would be a lan
soil and debris, The development ¢
Group 3 at the Idabho Nuclear Teche
merly the [daho Chemical Processit
including its siting, design, capacity
presented in October 1998, in the P
Idaho Chemical Processing Plant.

3 is expected to be finalized in Sept

F7-38/51

Two treatability studies were perfor
ness of aitematives for the V-Tanks
bilization (grouting) and treatment ¢
situ stabilization (grouting), carried
that three grouting mixes met the cr
option. Pretreatment of trichloroeth
tested. The study demonstrated thai
be used fellowing pretreatment to d
The treatability study for in sita vitri
Jor Planar In Situ Vitrification of IN,
(INEEL/EXT-98-00854). The techn
planar ISV, which melts from the sid
{instead of top downward as in the ¢
showed that planar ISV could safely

See also response to Comment F7-3
F7-39/58

Decontamination and other treatmen
oped duning the remedial design. G
tion, will not be a part of the selecte
fied in Part II of this ROD, will be e
niques will be described in the reme
required, will be enforced by the Ag
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F7-40/37
See responses to Comments F7-37
reposicory witich was net inended to receive RCRA bazardous vaste for disposal.  The 17, 58
soil will likely meet risk-based no-longer-conmined-in ievels and be cligible for removal (u;utinu ed) See response to Comment F7-39, a
of listed waste codes but the Alsernative, a3 described, do?s not mention this
Tequirement. F7-42/31, 83
3 Page 36~ List of “Propesed No Action Sites” + The sumement 00 action” misteads the 3
public 5 sotie of the sites have received removal actions of “best mansgement F7-44/ See responses to Comments F-17, |
poactices™ or “mintevance sctons”. Thus action hus been taken. These actions: the 10, 12 F7-43/37. 58
exctent of the action; sisd result of the actions should be nowd i the "Comments™ column ’
of the mble and, if appeopriate, discussed elhiewherg i the document. A full descriprion See responses to Comments F7-37
of the acticas should slso be agluded in the ROD
7, TSE-20, and WRRTF-04 - The F74410, 12
35 Page 3T - Lin of “Proposed No Astion Sies™ - TSF- ad - -
Comments colums states: “Sice comediated in 19937, Under witich CERCLA ROD were 14502 The Agencies appreciate all sugpes
these remedistions conductod? Were thesz actions done as part of formst CERCLA that could help a proposed plan bet
remedistiom? Removals? Or oon-CERCLA actrvitics” I conducted outside of The Agencies strive to provide the i
mmmmmmmwgmmammm posed plan with both clear language
emergency clonmipt of CERCLA sites without gublic review. comprehensive detail on any aspect
references to the relevant sections of
in the Administrative Record that pr

posed plan is derived. The complet
ing sampling data, data sources, and
Trnckl Track 2, and other WAG 1

F7-45/22

TSF-G7 Disposal Pond. The Agenc
actions at this site. The portions of
diation will be cleaned up in accor
ROD. More information on this sit
WAG 1. The original commment ma
is described below.

TSF-17 Two Acid Neutralization Pi
remediation found no evidence that
that would require remediation. M
Administrative Record for WAG [.

TSF-20 Two Neutralization Pits No
diation found no evidence that remy
would require remediation, More i
Administrative Record for WAG 1.
WRRTF-04 Radicactive Liguid Wa
determined that no releases from th
site is available m the Administratiy
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ENVIROCARE o vran. inc

THE SAFE ALTERNATIVE

March 18, 1998

Jerry Lyle

Office of Program Execution
DOE [daho Operstions Cifice
PO Box 2047

Idsho Falls. [D 83403-9901

Dear Mr. Lyle,

Encloscd piease find comments from Envirocare of Utsh. inc. reganding the Proposed
Plan for Wasie Ares Growp | - Tost Area Novth. We apprecitte the opportunity to
camment on the propossd alternatives and hope our cammermia are clear end concise.

{f you have any questions rogandimg ouwr stmlements, please fagl free 10 contact me st B01-

532-1330.
T%%i
Lin Loveland

DOE Program Maoager
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Comment(s Res
Public Comment Document F8 (=) P
Ea F8-1/65
S \ Alternative 1 — Limited Action wil
svwmnany ronment from the risk posed by ce
Comments regarding Wasts Ares Gregp 1: Test Area North, the active poriions within the relea
Idahe Natisuni Enginsering a0d Exvironmenta) Laboratory (half-life of 30 years) will be atten:
Altematives | and 3a: Limited Action snd Excavation sod On-Site Di were chosen within the 100-year institutional cc
83 the preferred alicrostives for the remediation of 2 Low-Leve! Radioomelide-
Contarninated SoilSediment Raleam sites which e s posential o ik 10 hasnan F8-2/44
and/or the anvirooment, Theee alternati everal signi disadvantag ; N - .
amocised :riﬂ: their implementation. e bave Sprifiemnt ? Off-site disposal cost estimates tak
posal activities, such as the dispos:
o Evenihough the contamination at the Text Area Disposal Pond (TSF-07) mary mates consider the cost of design, «
repreyend naturally occusting concentrations end not the reyult of discharges, the F8-1/65 (i.e., fully loaded cost estimate) of
levols were still found to be an unacceptable powentis] kazard to human health As s - o .
resull, extensive monitoring will need to contimae indefinitely into the fonure, Off-sitc disposal cost estimates for t
requiring extensive funding yet still ieaving a health hazaed. Tanks (TSF-26) are for disposal of ¢
The coet emiemste for A e 3 and OFF-0 ] type of contamination represented
y emimats for Alterastive 3b, Excavation ta Disposal, is facility, Envirocare of Utah, were t
,m'"“.“".d Hgnifieandy. Alihough the voiumes used t deirmming costs were not F8-2/44 ated. The cost estimates, along wi
similar analyses have baen ovet estimated from 200% to 400%. This being the . 4
case, Aliernative Th would be a3 ctat-e{fective of more cost-cffective thaa the comprehensive RUFS.
Alternasives ) wod 3a.
. ; . . ., F8-3/45
+  Altcrnative 3b ia aot more diffleuh ts impiemnent than other alternatives. Commerciat T SN
w tragportation "t: disposal is a éf:: :ﬁ wﬁi jrucess used on F&-3/45 The comparative evaluation of alte
many DOT sites throughout the naton. INE 50 been, tuecessful in tives are less implementable than ¢
#porting radioective mascrial to Envirocars of Ukah in past projects. factors, including the need for com
Alemative 4: In Sie Vitrification of Tank Coneents and Soil Within the Trextment Arra ?ions, the _need for compliance witk
ke chow g the prefrred ghternative for the remcdiation of the V-Tenk Conizais sod involved in transport procurement.
Contaminated Sqils (TSF-0%18):; Alernative 4o Soi] Excavation, In Situ Trestment of
Tank Comenty, and On-Site Soil Disposal was chosen oy the preferrad sliemative for the F8-4/44
P . : b . -
FM ﬁﬁm “‘I Sols. These aiteraative dat several sigrifomt disadvantages See response to Comment F8-2. ab
+  The cant catimate for Alternative 45, Soil Excavation, In Siw Treatment of Tank F8-5/46
Contents and Off-Site Soil Disposs), is exapgented significantly for the off-site 101! B ;
disposal portion. Although the volumes used i delerming costs were ot listed, F8-4/44 The effectiveness and implemental
similar analyses have been over estimated from 200% to 400%. (planar ISV) was evaluated in a 19
A ] support the ranking of planar [SV .
. W-thlﬁmw ﬂm‘f'::mm m e The ISV technology typically is ie
somatimes by & uuhlp o e ntion. off-sita e ofl-8i Y . . .
& '+ docs not that off-site treagment was considered as as option - only F8-5/4¢ for in situ treat;lnlim_ of mixiures of
it pe exist in these tank sites.
Reaedinsion. offos wnd offsitc di b bid by However, the treatability study als:
L emedistion, off-site tresimemt of-ic aa'mdm a contractor a4 a . : .
l fact, thus significunly mducing the overall project cost i the F8.6/44 included in the cost estimate prepa

goventament.

in the proposed plan. As a result, |
for the V-Tanks sites increased by
decrease in cost-effectiveness.

At the same time, several new opti
and Tank Removal, Ex Situ Treatw
V-Tanks alternatives were originall
removal and off-site treatment and
wastes. Facilities either did not ex
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Resp(

F8-5/46 (continued)

wastes similar to those in the V-T:
able, making this an implementabi
The V-Tanks alternatives were ree
ISV cost and the off-site treatmen
would have high implementability
4. Based on the reevatuation, Alix
Tanks. Additional details on the r
in Part 11, Section 7.1, of this ROI

F8-6/44
See response to Comment F8-2, al
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A Comment(s
Public Comment Document F9 ) Respo
F9-1/52
J
A meaiability stdy of planar 18V, a
8309 Viannen NE 1SV, was carried out in 1998 for the
Aibuguenyge, NM K712 Treatability Study for Pianar In Sin
Tanks, October 1998 (INEEL/EXT-
Muzch 16, 1998 Record. The results of the study de
implemented and would have high
Mr Jovy Lyke and surrounding the V-Tanks. The:
Agsintand Masager, as shown in the November 1998 res
Offce of Propram Execudim . .
usmmmmﬂ The ISV technology typically is le:
0. Box M7 required for in situ freatment of mi»
ko Fudls, i R3453-2047 such as exist in these tank sites.
Re: Proposed Plaw - Wisle Arca Grogp | - Test Area Nosth
Dicsr Mr Lyle: F9-2/51, 52
1 s ot wisterymand how Aliomenve N, 4, In-Kits Vitnfication canbe prapaied as the peetened — —
alicnanye for TSTOK 18, V-Tank Comeens god CoBmMIN awd sals senediation. First, secocding 19 the Two treatability studies were compi
footaoges 0 Table ¥, “POSve fesposses on te Giss 2 arizediom mnd e rolelive Gumber ol J soGes Werr Fo-1/52 effectiveness of alternatives for the

used 30 part ka skoct the prefomed alimrtative,” Well, ter are towr other alemmaives it have postivie
165500505 W i Lirst 2 entietion - nasely Almsives 23, 2k, 3a, and 39, this Al have baghes scores
han In-Sity Vigicaton, In fact, IneSile Vigification doesn't kive aay §'s andaaly oo 4 5cross the
tive categories e while 283 ad Zh hoth kv two 373 ae= equal of higher tan Al 4 By In¢ oet
crucriy. Further. T Las sl 475 and 3o hus Tour 4's and ooe 3. Tius, sapanc of thuse alitatives iy beier
thas [a-Say Vigifcation, Thus, how cop TOR justify spending iwic as peuch for In-Si Vauilication as
fur Akcoative 34 which seoees bigher and thus uwit be 8 bouer choice? (B conlrast, the prelemed
alerriagve for the PH1.2A taais was amang the towest cost amd sammed berr thar In-Sitn Viuificauon)

Further, nndir the heading Preferved Alernative for VeTank €. and L innticd Soils
CTSF-0/18) un page 36, & is Recognizad (st there {8 1oc s high dsgree of sssurnce i fn-Sug
Vitrthigation will work since Fou specify Ui U TrenvahNlity Study has not oven been succeisflty
compieted. A, G page 26-17. (e shiuens |5 made thad the fn-Suw Virdheakon is b only slipemasin:
whar will cosaply with ARARS, except as necxd 1o Tabel (sic) & Sioce Tabte § shuws four dber {aad

TS Y Eod e fetsaifen

beucr) alamativey tial will comply with AR AR § am noi sure what ihis jtiemen bs riciaiod 10 jsuly,

Hacally, the bigtory of W-Siny Vamification hus b raoght with bigh éwngy demands, £xplodaons, A0S
aad vahver faluses thae resull i socontrodled rleniss 10 tha environaeent, Mot ing in deis plas
dtamdasorates thit theose probiesns have been dvercome. Meamaditle, sipolgicanl prugress hus been widde
i Lsclmolagios that desi0y conlaminunes, parupulardy organicn rilier ) Just encuprulilicg tom
‘Thus, EY I snicity and volume

There anc Inctitr ways W v Wdays pODLeMs tem witl vesterlays wcduaelujes. Jafomation ca aany of
the improved chnolofics tee availabie an the Iuieroe - i L3708 DEOF Tl such a3 Tech{,'uf 1

Figgen iy b considered. | S

S cered A £ B

:Jbztwh;//z-' x <

Py T Mmoo
o

-

LTI e
cee
______ [

L

F9-2/
31, 52

F5-3/10

F9-4/53
F9-5/49

F9-6/34

situ stabilization (grouting) and irea
for in situ stabilization (grouting) is
Jor LMITCO TSF-09 V-1, V-2, and
(INEEL/EXT-98-00739).

The CERCLA process provides for
RI/FS process. Data collection effo
extent necessary to select a remedy.
are not intended to be carried out ur
to avoid delays in the RI/FS proces:

See also response to Comment F9-1

F9-3/10

The proposed plan was revised and
the public.

See also response to Comment F9-1

F9-4/53 7

The ISV technology that was iested
described in the Treatability Study f
Area North V-Tanks, October 1998 (
enhancement of conventional ISV t¢

oceurred usine conventional ISV, R

0
RIS ANE sonveniions

ground surface down, conventional
resulting in pressure buildup that cas
pool, overheating of the off-gas trea
resolves these issues by positioning
tion arca, allowing the melt to proce
the vapors can vent upward and be «
problems and process upsets are not




gev

Test Area North, Waste Area Group 1
Public Comment Document F9

Comment(s)

Respe

F9-4/53 (contimued)

Planar ISV could simultaneously tre
ardous materials in the V-Tanks (inc
rounding the tanks. A full-scale den
Act (TSCA) requirements was perfc
Site in Spokane, Washington, to tres
TSCA permit was issued in October
fully performed on dioxin and other
Superfund Site in Sait Lake City, Ut
99.99% was demonstrated. The pla
four Superfind projects to date. Th
study show that planar ISV could be
For the V-Tanks treatability study, ¢
soil from the TAN site, demonstrate
cientscalcandoon.ﬁgm'atumtopm

on a 4,500-gal scale
edsludgeandhqmds,mcludmgan
materials present in the actual V-Tar
spwemﬂmctmkwasﬁlledmﬂlsm
developed symmclnbauy wiih no 2]
tank was successfully treated with 1
post-test chemical sampling data in
mmtmﬂ:cbdmmoflhctmk,ﬂ:cl
90 97% of the cegium was retsined

the soil were also remediated. The
and wood) that were processed duni

ments. The vitrified block was excy
tiveness. The concentration of cesit
were shown 1o be essentially unifon

However, the treatability stndy aiso
ed in the cost estimate prepared for
proposed plan. As a result, the Alte
Tanks sites mcreased by 50%, lowe:
cost-cffectiveness.

At the same time, two commercial .
of the tank contents, increasing the
Tank Removal, Ex Situ Treatment ¢
are permitted to dispose of mixed v
Tanks alternatives were reevaluated
cost and the off-site treatment avail
Alternative 2 would have equally h
ity and greater cost-effectivencss cc
selected as the remedy for the V-Ta
alternatives for the V-Tanks are in |
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Respe

F9-5/49

Individual treatment of PCBs woul
ness at this site. Biodegradation or
compounds ("organics”), including
metals and radionuclides would be
tiveness and cost-cffectiveness reqy
this site that would treat all contam
Pretreatmeni of some contaminants
subsequent treatments for other con

F9-6/34

The primary objective of the feasib
alternatives that will protect buman
waste; by eliminating it through tre:
nating risks posed by each pathway
300.430) directs that the alternative
(1) the No Action altemnative (whicl
remediation has atready taken place
(2) one or more alternatives that pr
engincering and, as necessary, insti
(3) a range of aiternatives involving
ume of contaminants and, as approj
the contamination

(4) one or more innovative trcatmer
equal or better performance or impl
lower costs in comparison to demo
Three criteria are used to develop a
term and long-term), implementabil
adequate protection of human healt
are to be eliminated from further co

other evaluation. Alternatives that :
that would require equipment, speci
able may be eliminated. If cosis of
are grossly excessive compared to
considered for elimination.
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Public Comment Document F10 Comment(s) Respc
) . F10-1/4
Ennron mental Dcfense Hnsh(:uf;e ;heggxsclgﬂrm'r‘& Cé%ai‘"l? proS
- € or the signe
P.O. Box 220 Tees ldabe 834710970 _Phoos 208-835-6152) FAF-sE | enere that TAN romodission nec.
- * Wi g s oo - human health and the environment
AR tional responses, that meet standard
e et (DOE, EPA, and State of ldaho). 1
RS comprehensive RIFS and this ROL
Comments oo Proposed Plan Test Area North at INEFL — remedies proposed for WAG 1 sites
Submitted by Chuck Broscious - i e The CERCLA process carried out {
On behalf of the Enviroomental Defense Institute “‘E"" Bl tions activities, to ensure the public
March 1998 - wide variety of site-relaied decisior
alternatives analysis, and selection .
plans and associated comment peric
. Tho Dopartment of Encrgy”s (DOE) Proposed Plaa for Waste Asca Group 1 “Teif Ared North F16-1/4 opportunities for the community to
TAN) dutod February 1994 fuils 1o provide remedsal solunions that mect Applicable or Relevant and the Agencies about their concerns. '
Appropriate Requircments (ARAR). The Man offtrs po subsantive imformation about the maximum ith i bii i
maton lovels rolaind o individual sonal Uants (OU). . the public s F10-2/26  Pprocess with its public comment op
Seceively demied ‘al informaci HMU’“M"‘D ke their ﬂc‘mm P nf'l"“}l the processes required by RCRA, will ]
preferred alicrsabives wore appropriate
The Plan claims 10 be “the comprohensive™ CERCLA investigation imto TAN. This 18 ot 2 Flo.3/22  F10-2726
m&'::mﬁp Cask Storage Pad, the Area 10 HTRE Reactor Veteel Burial Site, Maximum contaminant leveis (MC.
The apparcat abseace of 1cssons lsamed betwsen the Hanford Emironmestal Restoration (ER) permissible level of a contaminant |
process and the INEEL. ER process is regrettable and & serious threat tn Lisho  DOE i tahing advariage F10-4/37  tem. Water is not an affected medi
of its position as the single largest employor in ldabo to Aoat ER actions ar TNEEL that the Department under this ROD. For other contami
w3 niot allowed i do at Haafioed because public and regulatory p blocked s . Specifically, a1 discussed in this action, such as soi
Hanfiord DOE was requured to build the Eavironastntal Restoration Drisposal Facality (ERDF) which is 2 standards. as appropriate. which arc
fully comphant Kesource Conservation Recovery Act (RCRAY Nucleas Rogulstory Commession (NRC) » 25 appropriale, WhK
mixed hazardous/radioactive dump with doubi limer, leachate coliection and mondoring wells and an proposed plan, and this ROD in sec
mmpormeabie cap  ERDF was compheted in the Spring of 1996 a1 the farthest kcation oo Hanford away results of sampling and analysis of
from the Columbea River and will recerve covtaminaced soil and decontamimation/decommussionng (D&D) ed fully in the comprehensive RI/F!
:;:: “::' N‘Eé.,? 20;:;&.: to batd m::; mumqn!:‘:; ;nm: i3 00X buing pressurod ments, available in the Administrati
fors 10 comply w equivaiene to the ERDF i i 1
is discussed in the INEEL Environmental Impact Statemen: and the INEEL Sitz Treatment Plan but DOE g:: gﬁ"ﬁ&lztr;q;ﬁdc;:aﬁmﬁmn:
has yot to initiate coactruction becaute the regulatons are allowing shert cie ER, proposals o go through - . - . up
The comarnination the TAN Plan addresses is mixed harardous / adioactive low-leve] waste and its rationale. 1t is not tntended
(MLLW) and is listed in DOE’s own Site Trontment Pian (STP) which the Degartment was required 1o bascline documents.
genenate 1o camply with the Federal Farifities Compliance Act This MLLW designance is supportod by F10-5/23
the TAN Remedal Investganon/Featibility Siudy (RLFS) sample data that clearly 1hows Resource Fi0-3/22
Coaservation Recovery Act (RCRA) Touicity Charactensuc Leachmyg Procedure (TCLP} extraction ;
asialy tis resulns excaling the regulatory hma in 46 CFR 38 261 23 Therefore RCRA Land Disposal The proposed plan is a summary of
Restrictions (LDR) in 40 Code of Federai Regedsnions (CFR) Parts 135 and Parts 268 for MLLW and required to protect human heaith an
Nuchar Regulatory Commussion 10 UFR-Subpan D s¢ 61 50 msst be applied. Unfortusately, the State of releases of contamination. The proj
I’::: ZT%MQ“:&:’EQJ and the En;fi-mmll! Prowction Agensy as regulntors RI/FS for WAG 1, which was the o
¢ to foree @ coanmp requirements of the most basic of mvirgamentat laws. The i i inv
P S ML o e e s T e il sl T, e
tandfill requirements bt alonz the mora stragese MLLW repststions For those TAN hazardous wase of the or » determu
release sites, the LDR's ia 40 CFR 148 & 263 sull apply required study. A 1995 Record of [
Adding 10 the list of letsons NOT keamed we must add dumping radioactive and shemical waste in F10-6/37  mined that no action or no further a

) Prcted wa HR Ryl Poge

sive RI/FS evaluated the remaining
no action or no further action was n
required remedial action at 9 sites.
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F10-3/22 (continued)

{TSF-0R) was selected for a treatab
under WAG 10. Two sites do not g
to the environment: the LOFT-02 |
Pond. These sites also will be addi
hensive WAG 1 risk assessment, al
sctive of inactive but in standby my
future releases from them could oc
prehensive assessment of risk. As d
sive RIFS, only 4 of the 89 buildir
Appendix D aliso describes the proy
or the environment. The informati
contained in the Administrative Rex
0OU 1-07 ROD, the comprchensive
the Track 1 and Track 2 reports. Tl
issued in February 1998 and the rer

PRUNSUPVL (g Y TR . AL PR g
SALISINERIY DFAAL LELLS INDRAM SLEQRLMSLE w

ity that may have resulied, the follc
question.

TSF-06, Area 8, ANP Cask Storage
within the aciive Radioactive Parts
which will be evaluated during fut
assessment indicated that the soil ¢
which remediation is required. Mo

A Srinioteative Bonnrd fae WA 1

AAGTDATILRI GRA Y & ILAATIAL IV VVd kg 1.

not being addressed under this CEI

TAN Pool (part of TAN-607 Hot S
ty. Potential threats to human heal

UE T PV B I SRR, [ S
MIITESCA UUTHIY IS IGInoval o |

in the Administrative Record for W
Pool is not being addressed under t

TSF-06, Area 10, Buricd Reactor V
iained in a metal storage tank and i
ground surface. No pathway o hw
mation on this sit¢ is available in #
F10-4/37

The actual on-site disposal location
Radicactive Waste Management Cc
er facility, wili be determined durin
this ROD. The proposed ICDF wo
taminated soil and debris. Selectio
depends at feast in part on the time:
ty and its wastc acceptance criteria.
be much lower than current RWM(
The development of the ICDF is be

Idaho Nuclear Technology and Eng
Chemical Processing Plant). A des
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F10-4/37 (continued)

ing, design, capacity, lifespan, and
October 1998, in the Proposed Pla
Chemical Processing Plant. The R

expectcd to be finalized in Septemt

F10-5/23

Mixed low-level waste (MLLW) c¢
tive components. The contents of il
Tanks (TSF-26) are considered mixe
cable to these sites are listed in Par
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omment(s
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- F10-6/37 -
uaisncd shallow pits aad trenches over top of the regions sok: source Snake River Plam Aquifer. This : See response to Comment F10-4, al
rrusguided dumpeng practics st the INEEL Raioscove Wastc Maragement Complex Subsurface Disposal F10-6/37 o '
-mhmmwmamwfm T\gpmpmndTANPhanou-pwld:i: (continued)  F10-7/33
dumping practice despire undaaiable cuanples of faibure of this appeoach  DOE has already gotten away e e
with this illegal dumpsng i the Test Reacior Arcs Warm Wase Pond Emvironmental Renorstioh project it has been determined that grouting
mm\: 19.:: The Department proposcs to repeat thus type of dumging az the Naval Reactos Faility, and TSF-18} or the PM-2A Tanks (
Argoono-West and again at Test Area North  Saill another lesson NOT leamed at INEEL 11 the public and identified in Part Il of this ROD. A
m watses u:if leaving uﬁ&t.n: mmhh wmu wﬁummmdﬂ?fy mnu wm:; - F10-7/33 these sites that involve grouting to |
dingosal requirements of MULW ot Hanford or INEEL. The State of Lisho simphy will ot force INEEL to climnated from consideration for s
comply with the relevant laws,

Bekow Table A lists the Operable Ucits {cootaminale release siles) and the proposed decisions F10-8/12. 24
remedial actions or 6o actead.  Table B lists the Operatre Units and sciected samplmg data and the source F10-8/ - T B
of the daza This iaforiation is the result of weeks of review of the volumnous Adminuserative Record - The Agencies appreciate all suggest
The Eaviroamental Defestse Instituls bebseven that this mformatioe 15 esseotal to makang an infomed 12,24 that could help a proposed plan beti
ﬁ:: ::;:nh:r Dooft;:c:::nd akeu::mn appropriate and therefore shoutd have been ncludod important community relations actir

DOE bas vever i any of s INEEL Enviroamentsl Retoration Reeond of Decitions (ROD) been process. The EPA's CERCLA guids
Toroed by the regulaton to specify what institutional control constitutcs. Onty twrough that legally buxhing Preparing 5“Pf”ﬁ‘"d Decision Doc

~-— document can DOE beld liable for specific actions  For instance, 100 years of institutional control (the F10-9/41 proposed plan’s content and purpos
amount DOE has commitred to) could bt interpretad as refaining ownershup and annual flybve 10 motitor Th od ol der CERCLA
the aite. In view of the toxicity of the wasie being hazardous for hundreds of thousands of vears, this is & © proposed pran, under LERL
crucial issae  The length of Lime the waste will pose a nsk o any miruder must determine the durabion of comprehensive RVFS but is not a s
mstitutional control and barners adequate to keep tatruders out must be maintaned for the duraton plan provides a "briel summary des
Momtoning mest inchude soil and ground wates sampling 10 engure the waste is not mugrating. A trust fund ! F10-10/40  ated; (2) the alternative that is prefe:
must also be establishod so that if the Foderal goverament agan decides to ignore the law, that stete or bocal F10-11/14 tion of the preferred altemative. Ot

poverament will have the resources 1o do the job.

References:

(a), Work Plin for Waste Ares Group 1. Operable Ting 1-10, Comprehensive Remedml Imvestyation /
Feastbuity Study, [daho National Engincering Laboratory, US Department of Energy Idaho Operatons
Office, DOE-ID-10527, March 1996,

(), Compeehensive Remedial [ovestigation / Feasitninty Study for the Test Ares North Operabe Unit 1-10,
Idaho Nalional Engineering Laboratory. U'S Department of Encrgy ldaho Operations Office, DOE-TD-
10357, Novenber 1997

{c), Ficld Samplmg Plan for Operable [lai 1-10 Test Area North, D |, Michael. Lockherd idabo
Technologwes Compam, Idaho National Engineening Laboratory. March 1996

{STP); idaho Nabonal Engmeenng Laboratory, Proposed Site Treatment Plan March 1995 DOFAD-
10493, U 3. Deparomeni of Energy iaio Uperatuns (ifuce

Pian, Proposed Flan for Waste Arca Group | - Test Area North, [daho Nasonal Engineering and
Fnvironmental Laboratory, February 1998, INEEL Emvaronmental Restoresoon Program

Department of Energy Pmuc Spent Nuclear Fuct Management and [daho National Engineermg
Laboratory Envirormental Regoration and Waste Maragema Programs Eavironmental Impact
Statement, Apni 1993, DOE/EIS-0203-F

nature of sile contamination, previos
summarics of more detailed investig

Many commenters on both WAG |

for clear language and a straightfon
the information required by CERCL
guage and organization. For reader
aspect of the investigation process,

sections of the comprehensive RI/F,
Record that present in full the mfon
derived. The complete details of of
data, data sources, and maximum c«
Track 1, Track 2, and other WAG 1|

In accordance with CERCLA guida
all the altematives studied in the de
RI/FS, highlighting the key factors
alternative. The Administrative Rec
Agencies 10 assess nisks at these sik
of data were compiled for each Ope
referred to in the comprehensive RL
proposed plan and the comprchensi'
Interested citizens who would like r
project are encouraged to contact th
(800) 708-2680.
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Table A Flo-94t
Site Alterpative Comments Institutional controls are ongoing a
Lew-evel Rad Contaminated Seds health and the environment. Institu
— such as deed restrictions, and physi
TAN Injection Well TSF-05 Pump and treat implemented Flo-1222  physical structures such as embank:
STP says liguidsludige is MLLW tions, which limit the available use
Tumntable TSF-06 Area B 32 | DOE progoses Excavate soil and onsite given site, prevent the completion ¢
disposal unacceptable risk 10 human health.
Wagte Qualifies as MLLW g(;lmminanblf) in soil and are eflect
- - ome airborne.
TSF-06 Conarminated Soil 1 | DOE proposes limited action _ .
(institutional controf) Institutional controls have retativels
Waste quaiifics as MLLW porlxemlof a CER(; LA response, esp
e : v trols. Institutional controls are not
Yan Disposal Pond (TSF-07) I 1 DAE propases limited action treatment or removal) as the sole re
g&zm&:’;;;‘s{’ﬁl“ MILLW. mined not to be practicable during 1
uray pocurnng where the remedial measure leaves
but 13 3 daughler product of U-238 ially isk 1o h he:
Possible shift to afternative Ja excavation potentially pose a risk to human he:
and onsite dupotal ed lo maintain protectiveness. Site
Nowradionctive G effectiveness of the institutional cor
on-radicactive Comtaminated Soils any site at which radicactive contar
WRRTF Burn Pits WRRTF-01 1 DOIIE‘pmpom imited action Institutional controls would be mais
qualities as hazardous waste controt of the site, which at INEEL
Mercury Spill Area TSF-08 3 | DOE proposes excavation soil and closure. Th;: ?n_stjtuu'onal Qontrol ]
off tite disposal siie responsibility. Ai TAN, the 10(
N . : Loanin 1o 1000 nemd nm A e 300 [ 7%
Quilifici as hazardous waste OCEL il 1777 aiil A i U7y 4
: details on institutional controls for '
Diesel Fuel Leak WRRTF-13 1 | DOE proposes limited action
Qualifics 89 hazardous wasta
‘ - F10-10/40
Misposal Pond Lott-02 O | DOE proposes no action - NIt
- Waste qualifies 1s MLLW Environmental monitoring is the sa
. " detect changing conditions al a site
Drainage | TSF- ; . S
Poal TSF-10 a 325 PYO:E;':S no ““”':* . Environmental monitoring would c«
© qualifics as MIL remediated 1f contamination remain
Tanks ated under this ROD, environmenta
V-Tanks  TSF-09/18 4 inesitu vitsficaton ) :xiAREaTrl;csl’(lTSF26) the Dispos
if fails (high L OC fikely explode) . .
aliernate 3a soil excavation on-site disposal Environmental monitoring under thy
and grouting tank contents tion and analysis of air, soil, plants,
STP says liqued‘siudge MLILW may include the use of high- and lo
Contents and souls of ' tanks qualify as fugitive radionuclides escape sites v
zELWk o monitoring may include radiation 51
=2 thnk howid spili (1.700 gd) ed soil and debris are lefl in place &

(™)

to the surface.

The specific types of environmental
contamination remains in place or n
ment or removal actions will be det



rv

PM-2A Tank TSF-26

4a | DOE proposes soil mecavation on-site
disposad and In-situ grouting of tank
coments
STP says defwiv/siudge is MLLW
Ignored sites: ANP Cask Storage Pad,  Area 10 Resctor Vessel Durial Site
TAN Poo) contaminated soil
Table B -
TAN Sise Contaminste Cencentration Reference
ANP Cask Storage | Grioss Alpha 330 pCi'g {1} Table A-5-3
Pad
Groas Ben 25,660 pCilg -
Cs-137 30,400 pCi/g
TSF-3 Bum Pit
Lond 2,830 mg/kg (n) (a) Table A-2-3
TSF-06
Contaminsted Soil | Ce-137 30,400 {a}4-24
Mercury 80,500 myp'kg (x) Table A-5-6
Cirows Beta 1,880 pCig ¢a} Table A-5-7
TSF 47 Sigit Treatment Plan | ey ax MLLW STP @ 63
TAN Disposal Pond
shunioytn 25,400 mgrkg {aps-29
barium 9,740 mg/kg () 4110
mevcury 4,040 mg'kg -
sufide 4,270 my/kg
Cobali-60 §7.7pCiig :
Cesinen-{37 135 pCig “
Drainage Pool
TSF-10 .
aluminum 30,400 mg/'kg (ap-26

Test Area North, Waste Area Group 1 c £€s) Res
Public Comment Docoment Fi0 ommentis po
. F10-11/14
[ET Valve it TSF-2 DOE praposes No action The federal government has an obli
5TP smyy contarminated soil is MLLW F10-12/22  trols (i.c., limit access) to areas thal
| page 6-3 e 7RSS Y. TR T TSN SIS JRRARNCT I RO
Ad LLULIUHUSALY U DUUILG W WOUINCTS UL UIal 11

intended purpose. Achievement of
Congressional appropriation of suft
entity charged to maintain the instit

long as the federal government of ¢

F10-12/22

See response to Comment F10-3, al
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TSF-OM18

V-l Tank Liquad Cabalt-60 101,000 pCit {s} Tabis A& 10
Cx-134 16,900 pCi (2) Tabie A-6-10
Cs-137 12,500,000 pCift (2) Table A-6-10
Europium. 152 82,800 pCiA () Table A-6-10
Europium-154 93,800 pCifl {a) Tabls A-6-10
Phitosium-238 7,010 pCiA (x) Tuble A-6-10
Phgonium-239 3,220 pCit (a) Table A-6-10
Groas Bea 16,100,000 pCA | (c) 50

| Gross Gaema 24,300,000 pCiA {cy50

Gross Alpha 19,800 pCin () 59
Tritium 11,800,000 pCi (s) Tablo A-6-10
Totsl Strontium 1,840,000 pCir {3) Table A-6-10
{.ead 842 ugd {a) Table A-6-10
Tanchiorethens | 1,800,000 ug'kg (2) Table A-6-11
Trichiotosthene | All tree {c) 8 through 12
Tetrachioroethene | chemicals/motals
Vinyl Chloride Exceed TCLP

Tank V-2 Gross Beta 6,340,000 pCiA {c} 59
Gross Gemms 18,500,000 pCi (5%
Giroas Alpha R4 9 pCit (c) 9
Trichiorosthene AR four {c) B though 12
Teirschioroethene chemicaly/'metals
Cadmiom Txooed TCLP

_ Vinyl Chioride
-3 Tank Uranium-233/234 | 13,300 pCi (b) A-83

Steoativn-50 12,300,006 pCid
Cobult-60 14,800 pCiA “
Cesium-137 4,230,000 pCil -
Rutheruum. 103 13,600 pCiil
Tritium 6.090,000 pCi -
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Nickdo-63 205,000 pCi) -
Gross Beta 28,300,000 pCd | (c) 99
Gross Gamnu 2,230,000 pCit (c) 59
Trichloroethent All thyee - - (c) 8 throagh 12
Tetrachiorosthene | chemicalymatals
V-1.2,389Taks {STPistswasteas | MLLW
V-9 Tank Americhm-241 40,200 pCif (b) A1
Phutonium-238 170,000 pCiA {6} A-9)
Plutosiem-219/240 | 43,300 pCiA (b} A-51
Uranivmn- 733 12,400 pCiA (b} A-01
Uranim-234 211,000 pCit ®) A1
Urnnium-215 6,900 pCi/t (») A9}
Uraninm-236 1,260 pCii {®) A-51
Uranium-238 972 pCil (b) A-91
Cesum-137 6,370,000 pCig &) A9
Tritium 353,000,000 pCid | (b} A-91
Total Strontium 250,000,000 pCit | (b} A1
37 hazardous (b} 10-44
PMA-ZMTSE-26 | Cobalt-60 45,900,000 pCifl (c) 31
V-11 Tank
Europium-154 93,000,000 pCi/l (€131
Cesium-137 2.500,000.000 pCit | (¢} 31
Strontiom-90 2.850,000,000 pCit | (z}31
Cesiam-134 13,100,000 pCis (e
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PMA-2M TSF-286 Cubslt 60 191,000,000 pCi1 (c)3l
V-14 Tank
Ceshmm-134 2,000,000 pCil 3
Cegium-137 9,420,000,000 pCi1 | (c) 11
Europium-154 17,260,000 pCif) (c)31
Strontium-90 9,260,000,000 pCifl | () 31
32 hacardous (b) 1028
chemjcals/matals
¥ Tank soil STP fists as MLLW | 54,120 pCirg RE-P-80-09% @6
V-13 & V-14 Tamks | STP s MLLW TP -@ o1
Lermn sk drks medren
mpuuralt-aau X B
IET Vahe Pit
TSF-21
Cs-137 602,000 piA {a)Tabie A-9-2
Lead 9,350 ugAl () Table A-4-2
Trichlancethene 22,000 ug/) .
Loft-02 aluninum 23,900 mp/kg {b) 743
Disposal Pornd
Manganese 1,080 mg/kg -
grass aipha 8,400 pCirkg -
8.4 pCily
gross beta 6,500 pCiikg -
v_s __ﬂ:ii
WRRTF-Al Burn Fit | Xylene 6,600 ug/kg {8) Table A-3-3
Acetone 4,200 ugkg (&) Table A.3-5
Naphthaiene 7,800 ug'kyg (n) Table A-3-5
2- 10,300 ugkg (a) Table A-3-3
Lead 2350 ug/kg (4} Table A-16
Dhesel Fued Tank TPH 35,700 mgky by 4-140
WRRTF-13
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Public Comment Document F11 omment(s) Respo
Vv |
What's Your Opinlon?
The agencias wait and need @ hear from you to effectively decide what
sction o taloe at the "Test Area Nonh,”
Commens Y _MERCUAY spPiec AREA C TIF-0f) F11-1/77
THizlt i ME A HELCIMY _ E XIBACDIY  TECHMOL Oy Based on low community support f¢
; % F11-1/77 February proposed plan {Alternative
o - [ <.
| CaLED) GEMEP  ThAr 1Y BEiAy 1M PefuboXn concem expressed about treatment ¢
OV A Pioew 2 SyPispesd  $IiTE TD Qagae w P (TSF-08) was removed from this Rt
G.ae . 59 o0F - Ay L0 aAr AT beconduciedat.ﬁlqmte.‘“nam'oni
T 00903 LeRe 'Jm_ e 2 : study, a determination will be made
S0 AW0 O DERRS, PN PAOVRS  ggpnyed | tedhty action, if required.



